The current study employed an instrument developed with content experts to evaluate a student retreat experience. The purpose was to enhance future retreat experiences, aid in justifying funding, and provide an example to other program developers by stressing the importance of appropriate evaluation methodologies. The ability to apply evaluation models and appropriate methodologies for program developers in similar situations is emphasized. __________________________________________________________________________________ ithin the modern university environment, the spiritual development of students is just beginning to be regarded with the interest given (traditionally) to consideration of their academic development. Many researchers and educators work to integrate these two often disparate aspects of student development (akin to the Jesuit philosophy of "educating the whole person"), and this integration is starting to appear more frequently in both educational and spiritual/ministerial literature. Rogers and Love (2006) , for example, provide an excellent discussion of the need for student affairs professionals to be cognizant of and prepared for spiritual discussions with students, and Norenberg, Buckley, and Dwyer (2006) describe two programs designed to aid students in understanding their spiritual beliefs and in placing those beliefs in a spiritual (and not specifically religious) context.
One way in which the integration of spiritual and academic development on college campuses has been explored is through the academic retreat experience. The word retreat typically brings to mind the following scenario: students leaving campus for a day or weekend and experiencing presentations, discussions, and various activities that seek to promote the key goals of developing personal spirituality or faith, building a community of faith, or learning to foster faith in others. More recently, retreat experiences have come to include those whose focus is not just the spiritual growth of a student, but his/her academic development as well. This has been conceived of as a way to connect the issues of education and spiritual growth; the key goals in retreats of this type often center on developing understanding of a classroom-taught concept in an applied setting, fostering academic cooperation among students or faculty, or facilitating students' ability to discern where faith or spirituality and academia intersect in their lives.
An example of a retreat of this type was an annual pilgrimage to a Midwestern Benedictine abbey, an opportunity for first-year college students who were members of a semi-communal lifestyle at the university to spend a weekend at the abbey as participants in an academicallyfocused retreat. This semi-communal lifestyle was part of a residential program at the university, in which participating students share a single dormitory floor and spend much of their time both in and out of the classroom working with each other on issues relevant to the local community. Students entered this program through an application process, which further strengthened the sense of community among program participants. The primary goals of this community were as follows:
• To foster leadership and a sense of community by encouraging students interested in community service to participate in an enriched program of activities and to live together on a special floor of Holmberg * Hall, • To offer lively interdisciplinary courses that are integrated around issues of social injustice and that fulfill some of the university's "core" requirements, • To deepen understanding of such issues by serving and working alongside the poor and the disadvantaged.
While the retreat focused significantly on an understanding of the abbey's life, its comparison to that described in the Rule of St. Benedict (read in the course in which the retreatants were enrolled), and how this understanding could be applied to a final course project, students were also offered an opportunity for personal reflection on the spirituality and nature of a communal life. Retreat leaders hoped the experience would aid students not only in their coursework, but also in integrating the knowledge they had gained in the class with their personal and interpersonal development.
More specifically, retreat leaders described two primary goals for the retreat:
• See the Rule of St. Benedict "enfleshed"-immerse students in the reality of the life described by the Rule so that they participate in a functioning communal lifestyle, feel its rhythms, and understand how these rhythms differ from the students' own lifestyles. This immersion should foster development of the students' awareness of their personal spirituality as it interacts with the other students in their own, semi-communal living situation.
• Begin work on final class projects-create a "new rule for the millennium" based on the structure of the Rule of St. Benedict by designing a modern communal environment and exploring its functionality.
With the present interest in fostering spiritual development (and integrating it with academic development) among students in higher education, the question of whether or not programs such as this retreat can be considered effective in achieving their goals for students becomes increasingly relevant. How does a campus ministry group (or other program planning entity) know that the time, money, and hard work that went into planning a retreat, a speaker, or a campus event were worthwhile? What could make these events better? Clearly, evaluation of some type is needed to judge program effectiveness and help in planning future programs-but deciding where and how to go about doing so often presents a challenge to event developers or program coordinators, who may not be as familiar with the creation of evaluation protocols as they are with the creation of the program itself.
The present article explores a possible solution to the difficulty of evaluation development by describing the application of a program evaluation model to an academically focused weekend retreat experience (also referred to throughout as a pilgrimage experience). This model provides a theoretical framework on which to base the evaluation plan, and also provides guidance in using evaluation data effectively. The processes involved in creating the evaluation protocol are reviewed, results from the retreat are discussed with regard to data utility, and future directions for others interested in evaluating retreats and other experiences of this type are also discussed.
Given the perceived importance of the retreat experience as it relates to student development (and by extension, to academic development specifically), and the number of colleges and universities who offer retreat programs and options for students (a brief search of university web sites reveals Marquette University, The University of Notre Dame, Oklahoma Christian University, Saint Louis University, and Loyola University offer various retreat options, just to name a few), it is surprising that there is a paucity of literature regarding evaluation of retreat experiences and other similar events on campus. Anecdotal evidence would suggest evaluations of these experiences are largely informal (e.g., verbally asking students if they enjoyed the retreat or would like to participate again, or having participants write in suggestions for future retreats), driven by a desire to know whether the retreat was of benefit to students, but uncertain how to capture that information systematically. Systematic collection of data often relies on a model or theory for guidance, providing a structure on which to base information gathering; the model may suggest what information is critical to collect, and in what order or way it should be collected. Systematic data gathering is part of the foundation of solid researchhelping researchers or planners gather those data most relevant and informative for the questions they are interested in answering. The gaps in available literature with regard to evaluations of retreat experiences would suggest that this systematic collection of information might not be occurring as often as might be hoped. The present article is an attempt to remedy this situation through the presentation of a model for evaluation that supports systematic collection of information on the retreat, along with the development of actionable information for planners of future experiences. The model of evaluation utilized for the present case study is the Kirkpatrick (1998) model (shown in Figure 1 ).
Kirkpatrick provides a comprehensive method for evaluating training programs based on a four level model. These four levels are: Reaction to training, Learning from training, behavior change Transferred from training, and Results of training. The levels are described in terms of a sequence for comprehensive evaluation of a program (for Kirkpatrick, this usually meant training programs offered in an organizational setting, but the model is generalizable), and thus Kirkpatrick stressed they should be followed in this sequence if an evaluation is to be complete and effective. Each level in the model builds on the information gathered from the previous level, especially with regard to the development of action plans from the gathered data.
The first level of the model focuses on reaction data. Reaction data are, quite simply, how participants in a program react to that program. If a program (or in this case, retreat) is to be considered successful, then the initial measure of success is: did the participants like it? Did they respond favorably to the program? Reaction data are commonly gathered through the use of the "reaction sheet" or "smile sheet"-a straightforward way to quantify a participant's reaction to a program. These reaction sheets frequently use Likert-scale items (i.e., rate an item 1 to 5, with 1 being 'strongly disagree' and 5 being 'strongly agree') to answer questions regarding various portions of the retreat, such as:
• I learned useful ideas and tools for my own class responsibilities • The length of the retreat was sufficient for me to understand the content • The retreat met my expectations • The time required of me to participate in this retreat was worthwhile because of the learning that took place • I would recommend this retreat to others These initial data are an easy and basic way to see whether or not a program needs modifications or additional development (for example, if a majority of participants had difficulty with the length of the retreat, that may be an early indicator of an issue to be addressed). The data are also important as the first level on which information is gathered. According to Kirkpatrick, the initial favorable or unfavorable reactions of participants will later play a critical role in whether any learning or development took place as a result of the program. That is why reaction data form the first level of the model.
In the retreat described in the present article, reaction data were of great interest to program planners, as it was the first time they had collected information about students' responses to and perceptions of the retreat in any manner. Since the goals of the retreat revolved around furthering understanding and experiencing of the Rule of St. Benedict from both an academic and spiritual perspective, as well as providing a foundation for the class project, the questions asked explored students' perceptions of how various aspects of the retreat (the location, the content of faculty presentations, the activities for learning, the way in which information was presented, the length of the retreat, etc…) enhanced or inhibited their learning of information presented to them or their ability to begin work on their class projects. The second level of evaluation is learning. Kirkpatrick defines learning as "the extent to which participants change attitudes, improve knowledge, and/or increase skill as a result of attending the program" (20). These three things (attitudes, knowledge, and skills) are the three aspects that can be changed in a program. Though some trainers suggest learning has not taken place unless behavior has changed, Kirkpatrick (as well as the present author) feels learning has taken place when one of these three aspects has been changed or improved-one or more of these changes must take place if there is to be a change in behavior. Learning data build on the foundation of participants' reactions to the program. If participants' initial response to the program is a perception of non-utility or a feeling of dislike, any aspect of the program which might have fostered learning will likely be dismissed by the participant-who will want to say they have learned from a program that they felt was not useful or helpful in some way?
Kirkpatrick's third level of evaluation focuses on behavior-the extent to which change in behavior has occurred and been transferred back to the participant's daily life/work because the participant attended the program. Evaluation of changes in behavior should occur only after evaluations of reactions and learning, as the accuracy of any conclusions that may be reached regarding behavioral change would be limited without the reaction and learning information. Evaluating behavior without evaluating reactions or learning may present a conclusion that no behavioral change took place, so a program was ineffective and should be discontinued; whereas if reaction and learning data had been collected, it may have been the case that reactions were favorable, learning objectives were accomplished, but some other factor prevented behavioral change and transfer (for example, the participants did not have an opportunity to change their behavior, or their work situations prevented them from using what they learned in the program).
Kirkpatrick also describes four conditions that must be present for behavioral change to occur, and ways that supervisors or friends/coworkers may aid in creating an appropriate climate to foster this behavioral change. See Kirkpatrick for a deeper discussion of optimal conditions for fostering behavioral change (not relevant to the focus of the present article-the evaluation itself).
For the retreat described in the present article, program developers were interested in behavioral changes with regard to actions resulting from building community among participants (part of the goal of immersion in a Benedictine communal lifestyle), building knowledge among participants (part of the academic focus), personal spiritual development, and behavioral changes tied to performance on the final project.
The final step in Kirkpatrick's four-level model for evaluation is results, defined as "the final results that occurred because the participants attended the program." These results may include things such as improved work quality, increased production (also in the work setting), and improved quality of life (though difficult to measure). When designing a program, it is important to begin by considering these desired results, often in terms of the goals of the program. By framing the development of the program (or in the author's case, the retreat) from the outset in terms of results that are desired for participants participating in it, designers can increase the chances for anticipated outcomes to occur, as well as reduce the chances for negative or unanticipated outcomes. Kirkpatrick's four-level model has been used in a variety of organizational settings, though most often only the first level (reaction data) is collected from participants. As mentioned previously, with regard to the conduct of retreats, especially when tied into a religious setting or personal faith development, a review of existing literature found little published evidence that this type of structured evaluation has been used consistently. As the popularity of the retreat process grows, and universities and other organizations continue to invest time, effort, and money into supporting these types of retreats, it is important to begin collecting data to evaluate the effectiveness and the benefits gained from participation in retreats. Using a structure like Kirkpatrick's is one way to support continuity between evaluations of different retreat programs, as it promotes similarities in style, types of questions asked, and even uses of the evaluation results. It was thus felt that Kirkpatrick's model provided an excellent starting point for development of an evaluation for the present retreat program.
The purpose of the evaluation described in the present article was to examine the outcomes of the retreat experience, both in terms of student response to the retreat and in terms of the stated goals. To accomplish this, participants were asked to fill out two questionnaires, asking them to rate their reactions to the retreat and any perceived learning or changes in their attitudes that occurred following the retreat. In addition, participants were asked to describe parts of the retreat they found beneficial or enjoyable and to provide any suggestions for future retreats.
Results s mentioned previously, data for each question were collected using a five-point Likert-type scale. As can be seen in Appendix A, questions for both the reaction data and the learning/behavior data were broken into dimensions based on the Lee and Pershing taxonomy. Data for the 21 participants who responded were analyzed both in terms of individual items and in terms of the content dimensions. Below are the average responses for each dimension on the two questionnaires: A As can be seen from these results, participants in the retreat felt strongly (mean greater than 4.0 on a 5-point scale) that faculty were knowledgeable, that they prepared for the retreat, they responded to student needs during the course of the retreat, and they engaged participants when presenting or leading discussion topics (all items in the Instructor/Facilitator category, as can be seen in Appendix A). Participants also felt strongly that the environment of the abbey was suitable to the nature of the retreat. Additionally, there was a very significant increase (p < .01) in participant's reported knowledge of the content discussed at the retreat. This is not displayed in Table 1 , but was addressed by the question "Before I participated in this retreat my knowledge of this content was. . . .", and also by, "Since I participated in this retreat my knowledge of this content is now . . . ."; students responded to both of these questions following participation in the retreat as part of the Level 1 questionnaire. Students' perceived knowledge increased from a mean of 2.76 on a 5-point scale before retreat participation (anchored at three points: 1 = poor, 3 = average, and 5 = excellent knowledge of the content discussed) to a mean of 3.91 after participation in the retreat. This increase indicates participants in the retreat felt they gained knowledge from the participation in the weekend, which was one of the primary goals of the retreat.
With regard to learning and future behaviors, participants felt strongly (mean greater than 4.0 on a 5-point scale) that they learned something new about living in a community and how these communities function (parts of the knowledge building category). They also reported better understanding of the Rule of St. Benedict after participation in the retreat, as well as how the abbey uses the rule in its communal life. Participants reported positive responses regarding understanding of the final class project (the second goal for the retreat), rating questions regarding the project above 3.7 on a five-point scale (except having enough time to spend with project group, which averaged 2.94 on a five-point scale), indicating participants felt they received and used project information provided during the course of the retreat.
After reverse-scoring responses on the necessary questions to aid comparisons (i.e., questions regarding ineffectiveness, irrelevance, etc. . . . . ), it was clear that participants overall felt very positively about their participation in the retreat weekend. For the reaction questionnaire, no item received a score of less than 3.0 (aside from the rating of knowledge prior to the retreat, which made sense as a lower score-otherwise, what would be the purpose of holding the retreat?), and for the learning/behavior questionnaire, no item received a score less than 2.8.
Open-Ended Responses
In addition to data from the scored responses, participants completed several open-ended questions on both the reaction and the learning/behavior questionnaire. These questions were asked of student participants at the request of the retreat developers, who were interested in the types of information that impressed participants to the point that they would spontaneously recall it when asked about it on a survey. These questions were the following:
• My favorite part of the retreat was. . . .
• What I wish I could change about the retreat is. . . .
• What I learned from the retreat is. . . .
• How will you use or apply your retreat experiences to your work in this class? To your life at Micah House? Are there other places you plan to use or apply your retreat experiences? • To improve the Abbey Retreat, I would recommend. . . .
• What will stay with me from this retreat experience is . . . .
For the purposes of this article, these responses were combined and then sorted based on the most common themes, in order to capture in the broadest way possible those aspects of the retreat that feature significantly in the minds of participants.
Comments most frequently referred to community when responding about the abbey retreat (16 comments out of a total of 64). Participants described having a better understanding of community, both what it meant to live within an intentional community as well as how such a community functions. This focus by participants on community suggests the first goal of the retreat was met: participants reported garnering a better understanding of the nature of communal life and also experiencing it over the course of the retreat. Several participants referred to "building community," "the idea of community," and "the foundation of community is mutual obedience." Participants displayed positive perceptions of this learning of community in their responses.
Following community, participants next most frequently made comments regarding the retreat environment (11 comments), and their contact with the monks (8 comments). Environment questions commonly referred to the cold weather and the early wake-up on Saturday morningthree of the eleven comments specifically inquired if, for future retreats, participants could arrive earlier on Friday to allow for more sleep before the Saturday sessions. With regard to contact with monks, all of the comments requested more time with the monks. Participants requested "more interaction with the monks, [to] visit them at work, [to] see their living quarters," "I would like to have been more open to discussion with more than just one of them," "more of a chance to hear from the monks," and, "more time to hear from the monks," among other comments. Participants felt strongly that more time spent listening to the monks would be beneficial.
There were five other specific themes that appeared in the comments: purpose of the retreat, time spent with others, the Unstable (a casual 'hangout' on the abbey grounds for the brothers and seminarians), reflection time, and interactive activities. There were eleven comments regarding the purpose of the retreat; the majority of the comments expressed the wish for the retreat to focus even more on the academic goals of the retreat, rather than being a primarily spiritual retreat. The five comments about time spent with others were positive remarks about the chance to interact with other students and faculty outside of the university setting, which participants appeared to appreciate. Similarly, the five comments regarding the Unstable applauded the enjoyable time spent there relaxing with monks and seminarians.
There were five comments regarding reflection time and four regarding interactive activities on the retreat. Participants enjoyed and were satisfied with the chances for reflection provided by the retreat. Participants who mentioned the retreat activities requested more interactive activities, such as "teambuilding activities," "structured activities," and, "interactive discussion instead of lecture."
In addition to these common themes, there were several comments, specific to each participant, which did not fit into any broader category. Many of these were individual statements of appreciation for the monastery, the lifestyle of the monks, and the chance to share and learn about that lifestyle over the course of the weekend. These comments formed part of the data set that was shared with program developers, in the interest of providing as much information as possible to aid in the planning of future iterations of the retreat, but they were not relevant for the present article. Discussion etreat participants in the focus group from the previous year, as well as this year's participants through their questionnaires, reported very positive overall experiences regarding the pilgrimage. Participants reported especially favorable perceptions regarding the content of the retreat and the faculty who presented or led lectures at the retreat. Additionally, positive participant comments far outweighed negative comments for the open-ended questions, and focus group participants from the previous year reported having such a strong, positive experience with the retreat that they would readily attend again, given the opportunity.
R
Based on the information gathered from the two questionnaires, the open-ended questions, and the pre-retreat focus group of previous participants, there were several recommendations to be made for program developers, and lessons learned for programming future iterations of this and other retreats. Areas for improvement of future evaluations are discussed below.
So what was gained from evaluation of the retreat program? Overall, the evaluation indicated that the abbey retreat weekend appeared to be a very positive experience for participants. They reported gaining knowledge from the retreat, enjoying the time spent at the abbey with their fellow students, and experiencing an increased understanding of the nature of community life. The suggested changes to the retreat which the evaluation program uncovered have the potential to increase the benefits the students receive, provide more information to retreat planners and supporters, and enable the retreat to have an even greater impact on students.
One example of this usage of the evaluation program to improve the program was through the use of the student content experts. It was mentioned previously that students who participated in the retreat the previous year served as content experts for generation of the items on the retreat, as well as providing valuable information on what students informally perceived as key outcomes of the retreat. Program developers should strongly consider the use of such content experts when designing their own evaluation protocols-they provide a great deal of information from a perspective other than that of the developers, and they are helpful in sharing information with regard to such thing as slang terms or shorthand used by participants, impactful parts of the retreat that should be further expanded, or problems that strongly affected the retreat in the past and should likely be avoided.
Evaluation of programs is a critical part of learning from a program experience of this type-both on the side of the participant and of the planner. Without evaluation, program planners may be more likely to fail to learn from past errors, improve weak components, or enhance strengths; these are elements that will likely keep a program successful and in use. Additionally, evaluation with appropriate and supportable methodologies may provide ways to support justification for programs in budgets and provide evidence that they are impacting the lives of those participating in them.
So how can the methodologies for evaluation presented here be applied to other programs? The simplest answer is through consistent use of a reliable evaluation model that provides structure and guidance on crafting the evaluations, such as the Kirkpatrick model used for the present retreat. Use of a model allows program developers to plan evaluation when they are in the program development stage-a key for a successful evaluation. Considering evaluation in the planning stages aids developers in focusing program goals, content, and execution, and prepares all involved to be observant in collecting information from participants in an optimal manner. Waiting to discuss an evaluation plan until after a program is nearing completion limits the ability of planners to align fully their evaluation goals with program goals and may limit the effectiveness of the evaluation in capturing useful data. The retreat program reviewed here is one example of the benefits that can be gained from implementing an evaluation plan when in the development stage of a program. Future iterations of the retreat can use the results of the evaluation to improve the experience and expand the evaluation plan based on the model in use; these improvements may include developing peer or faculty ratings of learning and behavior (to create a convergence of evidence) or adding components of Kirkpatrick's Results level and assessing influence of the retreat over the long term.
As with many case studies and even much empirical research, there were limitations to the evaluation done for the present article. The first (and ever-present) limitation was time. Even when there is interest in evaluating a program of the type described here expressed in the early stages of program development, it may be difficult to find an individual to aid in that evaluation; additionally, time for data to be collected in advance of the program must be accounted for, and that was time that was unavailable in this iteration of the program. Retreat participants could only be surveyed after the event occurred, preventing the gathering of true before/after data for more effective comparisons. Since it is known that the retreat will continue in the future, plans are being developed to enable data collection both before and after students attend the program.
There was also the difficulty in generating converging evidence for the conclusions drawn in the present article. Data were collected from students using two self-report questionnaires; selfreport questionnaires do have the potential to be affected by response biases, misreading by participants, or other difficulties. Kirkpatrick recommends that for gathering learning and (especially) behavioral data, there should be direct observation when possible, plus interviews or data gathered from supervisors, peers, and/or subordinates (as in an organizational setting). If this data can be collected both immediately following participation in the program as well as several months after, they may be even more effective in providing evidence for the impact of the retreat on participants. Additional data could also be collected using focus groups of participants both before and after the retreat to discover student perceptions of the retreat, personal goals of participants, or other information. Focus groups are an opportunity for participants to reconsider the program experience, to recall their reasons for participating, and to piggy-back on the recollections of other participants to create shared themes related to the program. These groups were not able to meet for the current iteration of the retreat. Again, there are plans for future evaluations of this retreat to include some component of this converging evidence, where possible, and to discuss the retreat with students in a group setting rather than solely via questionnaire. There are challenges in collecting converging evidence of this type, though: it is time-intensive, labor-intensive, requires skilled interviewers or observers, etc. Part of the purpose of the present article was to show that learning/behavior data can be collected in a less optimal, but still utilitarian manner that may be more realistic for developers of programs like the retreat described here.
A limitation of the retreat program was uncovered through use of the evaluation protocola lack of clarification for the student participants as to the purpose of the retreat. While retreat goals were clearly stated by program developers in planning of the evaluation, in verbal presentations with student and participants, and also in writing on information provided to students regarding the program, students continued to be misled by use of the word "retreat" to describe the program. For students already engaged in a semi-communal lifestyle with a strong spiritual focus in the university setting, the term "retreat" conveyed to them a primarily spiritual activity. Comments from participants revealed mixed understanding of the academic goals for the program. This mixed understanding is, though, an advantage of the evaluation protocol -this information can now be used by program planners as an indicator of an actionable item related to improving the retreat: clarifying the goals of the retreat for participants so they may fully understand the purpose and, by extension, gain the full benefits of participation.
Finally, any evaluation program benefits from use, as each use generates areas for improvement of the evaluation tool and the process, to aid program developers in gathering the best information possible with regard to their program. The current article used an evaluation in its first iteration; one effect of using a first-generation evaluation protocol is that developers reflecting on the questionnaires felt the phrasing of some questions could be reworded for future versions, to make it more immediately applicable and relevant to participants. Rewording or rephrasing may be accomplished with the help of the content experts, and is under consideration for the next iteration of the retreat.
This exploration of a single retreat program may serve as an example to others involved in program development. The use of a consistent evaluation model, the focus on both quantitative and qualitative data from program participants, and the ability to blend evaluation development with initial program development are essential components of an effective program evaluation, and the author hopes that by presenting this evaluation protocol it may spur others to consider the importance of evaluation in development and program justification. Properly performed evaluations generate valuable recommendations to planners as well as provide actionable ways to improve the quality of a program. As the university environment continues to promote an interest in not only the academic development of its students, but also their spiritual development, the role of programs such as the retreat described here will likely increase, and the need for appropriate and effective evaluation methodologies will become increasingly critical. Considering evaluation in terms of a model such as the one utilized in the present article may improve the ability of program planners to continually develop programs for students (and others), and anything that can enable programs to better foster academic and spiritual development in others should be considered when developing such programs. 
